Librarians’ Advocate «s Number 1, March 1972 


UNIVERSITY COUNCIL American Federation of Teachers AFL-CIO 


THE AFT MEETS WITH THE 
UNIVERSITY ON SECTION 82 


: Yet another draft of Section 82 of the Administrative Manual was released by the 


University on December 21, 1971, On January 31st of this year the American Feder- 
ation of Teachers’ University Council met with University Administration to discuss 
it. Present at the Berkeley campus meeting were five members of the librarians‘ 


© union and Sam Bottone, Executive Secretary of the University Council. Representing 
: the University were John Raleigh, Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs; two of his 


advisors; Eldred Smith, Acting University Librarian; Joseph Rosenthal, Associate 
University Librarian for Technical Services; William Wenz, Library Personnel Officer; 
and Gloria Copeland, an assistant to Angus E. Taylor, Vice President for Academic 
Affairs. It was Mr. Taylor's statement that he would send a representative from 

his office to campus-level meetings that had prompted the Union to ask for this 


meeting. 


. Mr. Bottone began by asking the University officials to define the kind of meeting 


>o- this was to be: would it be one where the union's views were merely to be presented 
: and then forwarded to Mr. Taylor, or was it to be a genuine meet-and-confer session 


for an exchange of proposals that would eventually lead to modifications in the 
Section 82 draft? Mr. Bottone pointed out that if the meeting were only to involve 


. & transmittal of views, the union could accomplish essentially the same objective 


by using the U.S. mails. Mr. Raleigh replied that he was not empowered to reach 
any agreements with the Union, but would be happy to transmit its views, which he 


was very anxious to hear, on to the Vice President's office. 


Although not satisfied with the stated objective of the meeting, tl. AFT represen- 
tatives agreed to remain, and proceeded to ask questions about specific points in 
the draft of Section 82. 


Security of Employment. The Union pointed out that the Administration's phrase, 


“career status", which might take as long as six years to achieve, provided no real 
protection in case of an unsatisfactory review. Why not stronger safeguards? Admin- 
istration responded that it could not grant "security of employment" to librarians, 
because that might open the door to granting it to other classes of employees. They 
asked the Union to propose a phrase other than “tenure” or "security of employment", 
since these were currently assigned to other academic ciasses. The Union offered 
the term "permanent". The Administration did not find this acceptable. 


Griewance Procedure. The Union asked why no improvement in the present grievance 
procedure was being offered. Administration had no response to this question. 


~robationary Periods. The Union questioned the length of the probationary periods, 
whic ranged from three to six Years. Administration stated that it would re-examine 
these lengths. The Union asked if present Librarian-11's, no longer on probation 
under the current system, would have to re-assume probationary status, since under 
the proposed system Librarian-I's and II's would be put into the Assistant Libra- 
rian category, which has "potential career status", “Administration did not reply 
to this question. The Union asked why such a large percentage of librarians were 
to be placed on probationary Status, in view of the fact that a relatively lat e 

percentage of faculty were in tenured ranks, Administration replied that thari 


were too many tenured facult » and that ste £ were bel ons ah 
y p ng con idered to correct this 


the Administration's proposed 
progression through classes, 
other series in the Administra- 
suggestion. 


Progression Through Classes. The Union suggested that 
three-group classification specify the normal rate of 
In view of the fact that these steps were included in 
tive Manual, it was agreed that this was a reasonable 


Promotion: Review Committees, The Union asked why the proposed review committee 
procedures appeared Lo supersede the presently successful Berkeley campus procedures 
Administration replied that although the language of the draft could be Toterpréted i 
that way, they intended to permit different practices on different campuses, and 
added that they would draft a separate Berkeley implementation that would maintain 
the present practice. The Vice Chancellor expressed a great deal of surprise 
however, when he learned that at Berkeley a copy of the report of the LAUC review 
committee is given to the candidate under review. He said he felt this seriousl 
impeded the screening-out of undesirable candidates. ý 


pie Union asked why it was felt necessary to have a peer 
n every oe step within a classification. This appeared to the Union acneed- 
ess use of manpower. Administration agreed, and will propose that review committees 


be used only where a merit ste 
l p has been denied, or where more or less - 
Step advancement is being considered, f i Ng 


-review promotion committee 


Promotion: Criteria. The Union asked why faculty-like activities were demanded for 
promotion (professional activity outside the library; University and community ser- 

1, Vice; research and other creative endeavors) without the opportunity provided to 

.. make such activities possible: a shortened work week, flexibility in arranging 

` Schedules, sabbaticals, secretarial assistance, research and travel funds Admin- 
istration conceded that faculty criteria were not essential for librarians and 
proposed recommending to Mr. Taylor that all criteria except service within the 
library be de-emphasized. The Union pointed out that merely de-emphasizing off- 
the-job criteria allows a considerable amount of administrative discretion, and 


could lead to i quities, her ol ians Se a ermit outside activities 
A E br h 
ne tie i where some libraria edules permi 


The Union objected to the provision that candidates for annual merit step increases 
and promotions were to be compared with "others in the same field outside the Uni- 
versity who might be considered alternative candidates for the position" Admin- 
istration agreed that this phrase should be dropped. l 


Promotion: Funding. The Union asked why the draft included a statement that "pro- 


motion and merit increases may be approved only within the limits of available funds", | 


‘his turn" for promotion, regardless of whether or not he was 
. question about the distribution of funds for promotion, Admi: 


¿first draft of ite salary proposal. 


“At the conclusion of the 2+1/2 hour meeting, Union representatives asked Mr. Raleigi: 


since no other series in the Administrative Manual includes a comparable statement. 
Administration answered 


Were librarians to expect a reduced number of promotions? 
that to date no promotions or merit increases have ever been turned down for lack 
of funds. The Union expressed doubts about the accuracy of this statement and poini 
ito the case of a librarian who was told by administration that he would have to "wa 
ualified. To a Union 
istration responded 
review committees. 


that this was the business of neither librarians nor faculty 


‘Salaries. The Union stated that pay standards for UC librarians are low as compared 
¡to those for other universities, and especially low when compared to those for 
local community colleges, which pay up to 60% more. The University’s "long range" 
goals are already surpassed by comparable university libr > In view of this 
fact, why did the Statewide Library Council recommend a 25% 
‘in the top brackets, less for those at the bottom, and prac 
‘bulk of librarians in the middle? Administration conceded the 


nothing for the 
adequacies of chis 


Y 

if he could arrange meetings at which the Union could present its own proposala. 
* Could he bring back to the Union Mr. Taylor‘s reaction, and could we then sit down 
to negotiate over the differences in the two sets of proposals and eventuali 


“agreement on changes in the draft? Mr. Raleigh repeated that he could not bring 


å do no more than transmit 


¡back Taylor's reactions to the Union's proposals; he co 
the Union's views. This appeared also to be the sole function of the Vice Presid 
representative; she had said almost nothing during the meeting. Mr. Raleigh had 

: suggestion to offer the AFT regarding its request to confer with scmeone who hed 

_authority to act at the statewide level. 


THE UNION'S LETTER TO MR. TAYLOR 


On February 1, 1972, Sam Bottone addressed a letter to President Charles Hitchy 
“Vice President Angus E. Taylor and statewide Director of Personnel, Morley Walker. 
: In it he requested a meeting with statewide UC representatives in order to discuss 
| and present proposals for Section 82. He said that because Mu. Taylor had agreed 
on December 30 to have a representative from his office present at the meeting on 
. the Berkeley campus, the Union had been led to believe that this representative 
would be empowered to bargain on statewide issues, but that this had not occurred, 


| He wrote, In part: 


The UC-AFT has followed the procedure Vice President Taylor 
proposed. The result, unfortunately, was that there was no 
opportunity for ccnferring in good faith because those who 
represented the University were not authorized to reach any 
agreement with our Union on changes in Section 82, We do not 
lock upon meetings as merely an opportunity to ask questions, 
and make suggestions which are then transmitted to the Vice 
President's office for his decision without any further dis- 
cussion or presentation of counter-proposals. Conferring in 
good faith means a discussion of proposals and a willingness 
to reach agreement which then may lead to changes in the mat- 
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nnd with comparable requirements of education and work experience. 
bf the findings of a report, recently released by the UC Berkeley Library, analyz- 


ing the status of women employed in the UC Berkeley Library system. 


fithin the occupation, however, men get a better deal, concludes the detailed 55- 
Women are promoted slower and not as far as men with equivalent 


Level by level, women have more on-the-job experience and/or 


MR. TAYLOR'S RESPONSE 
For example, among those hired for the Libra- 


jage study. 
jualifications. 


Ce Angus Taylor wrote Mr. Bottone, saying t f idvanced education for the same job. 

E Of the January 3lst meeting and th > Saying that he had received a full bian-II rank, men averaged 2.5 years of experience compared to 6.7 years for women. 
ETA tat the Union's views would be given "care Men were promoted from Librarian-111 to Librarian-IV in an average of 4.5 years 

In other words, 
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This carefully-documented expose of the discrimination women face “at the UC Ber- 
ta~keley Library was prepared for the Library after library union members from Amer- 
ican Federation of Teachers Local 1795 and American Federation of State, County 
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UC-AFT Seeks State Appropriation 
to Correct Salary inequities 


te University Council announced this week that it will seek to have a special 
ppropriations bill introduced into the California State Legislature which would 
orrect salary inequities due to sexual discrimination in the University of Calif- 
mia libraries. (For a report on this discrimination at Berkeley, see accompany- 
ng article). The appropriation would provide funde for raising librarians’ sal- 
ry ranges up to the level of equivalent “male-typed" professions. The appropria- 
ion would also correct the imbalance within the Librarian Series at UC which has 
llowed women librarians to be paid less for their work than their male counter- 


arts. 


he benchmark for determining the desired salary level is the scale used by the 
¡ederal Goverment for librarians. The Federal scale was chosen, rather than com- 
'arison with other academic libraries, because the discrimination against the 
¡female-typed" library profession brevails throughout the country, and is not 

i imited to UC. The Federal schedule takes into account not only prevailing wage 
sevels outside Federal service, but it also tends to equalize male~and~female- 
typed work within the GS schedule. Federal librarians, in other words, are gen- 
rally paid at the same levels as are their colleagues in male-typed professions 
which require an equivalent amount of education and experience. 


inom 


he appropriation would alse correct the internal discrimination within the Libra- 


lian Series at UC by providing funds for the immediate promotion of women librarians 
¡o the level of men librarians who have the same qualifications. | 
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The Librarians’ Advocate ig published quarterly by the University Council ~ AFT, | 
2510 Channing Way, Bi Berkeley, CA 94704. Tt is distributed free to all UC librarians, 
and is available to others for a contribution of $2.00 for 4 quarterly issues. CU 
Voice, speaking for the Berkeley librarians’ union, ceased publication (with no. 8, 


porce 
June 1970) in order to'make way for the Librarians' Advocate, the voice of librarians 


ion all 9 campuses of the University of California. 


Editor: Allan Covici, Gen. Reference Service, Library, Berkeley 


i eo +e a 
| President: Paul Goodman, Professor of History, Davis 
í Executive Secretary: Sam Bottone, University Council Office | 


| UNIVERSITY COUNCIL American Federation of Teachers AFL-CIO U C-AFT 
| 9510 CHANNING WAY a 


BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704 o (415) 841-1750 


AUTHORIZATION TO REPRESENT 


I hereby authorize the University Council - American 
Federation of Teachers to represent me in discussions 
with the University of California administration of 


Section 82 (Librarian Series) of the Administrative 
Manual. 


Signedessccsevesesvaccsssesesccce oAtGsevacsavreeereses 


CampuS+...»o.....o.... o DEPartmento..cocrrrororsnasas.: 


This authorization form will be 
kept confidential, and will not 

be shown to any UC administrator, 
1f verification is required, only 
an impartial person, not connect- 
ed with UC, will inspect the forms. 
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